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Sir,
We read with great interest the article of Gupta et al. [1]
reporting their experience with routine ultrasonography
(US) screening in children with hypospadias. This is an
extremely welcomed study. Studies screening children with
hypospadias in a prospective manner with uroradiological
exams are scarce, the last one was published 20 years ago
[2]! Gupta et al. screened 65 children with hypospadias for
congenital anomalies of their upper or lower urinary tract.
They found that 18% of their patients had abnormal US
findings, and therefore favor US screening in children with
hypospadias. At this point, we would like to make the
following comments.
Although anomalies of the upper or lower urinary tract
have been found to be quite common in children with
hypospadias [3–5], we think that their prevalence should be
analyzed in the light of their definite clinical significance,
rather than their mere existence. This is especially impor-
tant now that we observe a dramatic shift toward a more
conservative treatment of low-grade vesicoureteral reflux
(VUR) [6, 7] and mild hydronephrosis [8], the most com-
mon congenital anomalies found in children with hypo-
spadias [1, 3–5]. Many clinicians would not treat a grade I
to II VUR or a mild SFU stage I to II hydronephrosis,
medically or surgically, unless symptomatic (urinary tract
infection, major obstruction), calling into question the
value of such screening. We also doubt that the cystitis
cases they found were a relevant finding of their US
screening for urologic anomalies.
Finally, a large number of major congenital anomalies
are nowadays discovered prenatally [9], and this is espe-
cially true for anomalies of the kidney and urinary tract
such as VUR or hydronephrosis [10]. This will undeniably
lower the value of such postnatal screening.
In summary, we feel that the incidence of clinically
significant anomalies detected with a postnatal US
screening program in children with hypospadias is proba-
bly low if one removes the non-significant urinary tract
anomalies and also the (significant) anomalies already
detected with prenatal US screening program (obviously
taking into account the availability of such a program to the
population in question). In a time of restricted resources
and health care cost containment, this might reduce the cost
of unnecessary exams in children with hypospadias. Future
studies should take into consideration these two aspects.
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